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REMARKS ON 'EARLY KARAITE CRITICS 
OF THE MISHNAH' 

Under the above title Hartwig Hirschfeld published and 
elucidated two Karaite manuscript texts in this Review, 1 yet the 
title does not correspond exactly to the contents of the texts. The 
latter are not at all a criticism of the Mishnah, but rather Karaite 
attacks on the rabbinic construction of various legal precepts, 
such as we meet with in many other Karaite works. The 
Mishnah serves only as a substratum. To prove this assertion 
I propose to analyse these texts minutely. 

I. 

The first text, hitherto unknown, is particularly interesting, 
both on account of its contents and its form. It is a fragment 
of a Karaite anti-rabbinic polemic, in which the following points 
are argued : 

(i) The invalidity of the dehiyya ffllS ~\"l\ vb (fol. 37), which 
is proved from the Mishnah Meg. I, 2-6, where it is expressly 

stated : ^n . . , mil . . . nvr6 i>n . . . 1351a 1*1 dv nvr6 ^n 

rOBQ DITib . Thus the very first point shows that we are not 
dealing here with a criticism of the Mishnah. Curiously enough, 
the Karaite author adduces also the continuation of the Mishnah, 
I) 7 _ 9» which evidently has nothing to do with the subject. 2 

1 JQR-, N. S., VIII, 157-88. Owing to the World War this part of the 
Quarterly reached me only recently. 

2 At the same time our author exhibits two omissions through homoio- 
teleuton, namely, fol. 37 vo. at 1. 7 : one line added by Hirschfeld after 
l'MM3> [pDJM JW DlpD blK WDmi ye>3] (not pD'MC), and at 
1. 8 : two lines after ilJTIK }Wlp, which he failed to complete [HMD fc^N 

nnix pip njen mayrui |re>tnn -nta rfacn nx i&ap]. These 

omissions may be due to the copyist, but if we accept with Hirschfeld that 
this is an autograph, then the author himself is responsible for them. 
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238 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

Then again: ah B'airun pa naman ntea xnipn '»ix niabnai 
■TOM Kpm main Hi KX\ As the source of this citation Hirschfeld 
indicates Talmud Meg. 12 b (should be 19 b), and believes that 
under nia^n our author means the Gemara (see further below). 
But in the Talmud this passage sounds differently : X? , . . Nllpn 
UB> lU'Va KniDK rb inoi XT', similarly in Halakot Gedolot: 
xni3'V3 xi»D 13m . , . xr tb . . . XTlpn. Thus the words »T 
main are wanting in both places, but they are extant in the 
Halakot Pesukot (ed. Schlossberg, p. ir), and the latter no doubt 
served our Karaite author as source. 

The nullity of the dehiyya BniB "Tat i&, identical with xi> 
nDS l""ia, E?xn l"nx n^, &c, on the basis of the Mishnah, 3 
occurs also among other Karaite writers, as e. g. Hadassi (Eshkol 
ffakkofer, alphabet 184, e> ff.): Xpnaai? l"iaa l^in' DmDS '3 . . . 

nas?a uea wnb oms Wa . . . naea 'xa nms Wa -idx h^jd 
p naca wai wonai pi p mea iss^ca nw6 Wa pi . . . 
yiatj>n id' 1 ba btnb (r. omsn) amiss nv -lCBxt? p'3» ... pi 

'131 yias?n W ba bin" 1 nosn BV mDlJ& P ^N- Then in Aaron 
b. Elijah (Gan Eden, fol. 6 d) : nxipJ ."fao B1DX Kin ^3B> plK 

13 im mn pcs-xnn dv mn ax iidx n« "I'^a xin -ib>x nova 
-mis nn j»ae>n w b bi3i isi Tp im nvi ut?n bp mn bxi iai 
-|1B "l"3r t6 "IDXD^. In addition, these two authors, and especially 
Salmon b. Jeroham in his manuscript polemic against Saadya 
(chaps. 4-6), adduce a number of other passages from which 
results the voidness of the dehiyya, namely, Mishnah Pes. VII, 10 : 

naaa nivfc icy mv bn -\w nwa \smr -mum p-nni mown 

-|£>J? nyatra 1B-|B>\ hence Passover occurred on a Friday; 4 Hag. 

II, 4 : nacn wrb nbn bxb> bhidi . . . nac anva niv6 bm rnvj; 
'131 nat^n ins niao BW, hence the Feast of Weeks fell on 

3 So the words of our author are to be understood (fol. 37 vo. end) : 

x[i>]i tb bi amis (r. tar) nan t6 iboaj n:nci, i.e. probably bi 

tJ'Xn nX K^l nDS 113 X^, or something similar. 

* Comp. hereon the passages from Hananel b. Hushiel's commentary of 
Pesahim adduced by Geiger in Jiid. Zeitschrift, VI, 149, also Abraham b. 
Hiyya's "1135Jn "IBB, p- 59. In addition, with regard to all quotations here 
given, see JQR., X, 271 f. 
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a Saturday; Menahot XI, 10: nvn? bn , . . rDBO nrri7 3"rrO 7n 
3"V]J7 73X3 3"iV 7B> "Vy® rat? 3-|jn, therefore the Day of Atone- 
ment fell on a Friday : Shab. XV, 3 : 73X 3"iT3 p3np mtr *37n 
'131 rOBO 3*rv 755* X7, hence this day occurred before and after 
the Sabbath ; finally Tosefta Sukka III, 1 : n3t?n nx nnn 3717 
1S1D3 rmyi inirina, hence Hoshana rabba occurred on a Sabbath. 
Then Salmon quotes also the passage from Seder olam (chap. 5), 
which tells that the first Passover occurred on a Friday. 5 It is 
not impossible that all these tannaitic quotations also existed 
in our author's manuscript before the passage from Mishnah 
Megilla. Now all these citations are directed against Saadya 
who, it will be recalled, maintained that the constant Jewish 
calendar with all its rules was of Mosaic provenance, and that all 
the contrary statements in the Mishnah are to be interpreted as 
referring to hypothetical and ideal but never to actual and real 
cases, that the expression niw 7n must therefore be understood 
in the sense of nvn? ?n DX : ' admitting that this holiday would 
occur on this day, such and such a law should be applied '. But 

8 Some mediaeval authors state in the name of the Seder Olam that the 
first Passover fell on a Thursday (see Ratner, ad he.) ; probably later 
generations took umbrage at its occurring on Friday, and changed the text 
accordingly. As a matter of fact the Mekilta, Pesikta, and Rabba, all have 
Thursday (see Ratner, ibid.). Moreover, the Karaites prove also from the 
Scriptures the futility of the dehiyyot, namely, from Ezra 7. 9 and 8. 31-3. 
From these verses we learn that in those days neither the first of Nisan, 
nor the first of Ab, nor the twelfth of Nisan, nor the fourth of Ab, could fall 
on a Saturday, and it follows therefrom, if the rabbinic calendar is correct, 
that then Passover could fall neither on a Saturday, nor on a Sunday, nor 
on a Tuesday, nor on a Thursday, and hence it fell either on a Monday or 
on a Wednesday or on a Friday. Thus the dehiyya flDS 1"13 X? is 
untenable. This evidence is found first in Kirkisani (see JQR., VIII, 686), 
then elaborately in Salmon b. Jeroham's polemic tract against Saadya 
(ch. 4), in Hadassi (Eshkol, 185 J)-3), and Aaron b. Elijah (Gan Eden, 
fol. 6 b-c), and was opposed vigorously by Saadya in many of his writings 
(comp ZfHB., X, 46). Coinp., on the other hand, Pal. Aboda zara I, 1 
(fol. 39 b below), where it is said in reference to Neh. 9. 1, that the twenty- 
third of Tishri could not be a Saturday, for then the Day of Atonement 
would fall on a Sunday (see hereon Wiesner, Q" > PB'n"> nj?3J, p 12). 

VOL. XI. R 
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already Isaac b. Baruch refuted this view of Saadya, and pointed 
out among other things that in the Talmud the occurrence of 
Hoshana rabba on a Saturday is stated as a fact. This serves 
the Karaites as a pretext to attack Saadya as a despiser of his 
own teachers, the Talmudists. 6 

Our Karaite author, towards the end of the fragment preserved 
(fol. 36 vo.), reverts once more to the question of dehiyya, and 
proves the possibility of e.g. l"l33 nDS in a very peculiar way. 
Since the firmament was created on Monday, the luminaries on 
Wednesday, and the human pair on Friday, and since the first 
Passover celebrated in Egypt occurred on a Friday (see above), 
it follows that the Feast of Passover may fall on any one of these 
three days. It is difficult to find out what the creation of 
these objects has to do with the beginning of Passover. But 
here is still another extremely interesting passage : pjf ION "ifc»[to] 
room '•y'OE'n dvd nDsn [?nm]i naiD s)i>K vb\ nDS jnt ib onion 
'131 intfflD. Thus 'Anan, the restorer of the lunar observation, 
agreed nevertheless with the Rabbis in their method and asserted 
that Passover can never fall on a Saturday nor the Feast of 
Tabernacles on a Sunday, while our author considers these two 
days feasible on the ground that the light was created on Sunday 
and that Saturday is a day to be kept holy. 

Hirschfeld is quite helpless in the face of this passage, 
maintaining that he could find nothing of the kind in the extant 
fragments of 'Anan's book of Precepts, and he therefore proposes 
the emendation nDD 1X1 tib. Apparently he overlooked a frag- 
ment of 'Anan's book edited by Harkavy {Stud. u. Milt., VIII, 72) 
and myself {RE/., XLV, 181) where it is expressly stated that 
when Passover falls on a Saturday the offering of the Paschal 
lamb is postponed to Saturday evening: N3"IJ7 ;m?Jl iri DX1 

, . . frW>3 itd. warn kpids uab f? -iidk vram ta-ijn xriDan 
pnn* rnn . . . ran an turnip join w kds revnyb iri> nw 
toenw n xriDsn romp ttm:^ ntsn »im •an xratn mv ira 

* See Abraham b. Hiyya, I.e., pp. 59-60, and JQR., X, 271-2. In the 
same way Aaron b. Elijah (Gan Eden, fol. 5 b) \>7\T\ KnjJD '"I IPWI \h~SO 

'01 vni3"&. 
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xmca. According to 'Anan D'S-lJjn JU signifies 'after the setting 
of the sun', but the offering of the Paschal lamb does not set 
aside the Sabbath, as little as e. g. circumcision, which likewise, 
in case the eighth day occurs on a Saturday, is performed after 
sunset, for the term D'anpn )'3 is construed both as part of the 
passing and part of the beginning day (Harkavy, I.e., 77).' 
'Anan, it is true, speaks only of the postponement of the Paschal 
offering and not of the postponement of the Feast of Passover, 
but Kirkisani informs us about Anan distinctly (Sect. I, ed. 
Harkavy, p. 313, 1. 16): mD^>N DV JDy <d ~\&y hdd5 dv ypi tnto 
-TO ririD o\> in *ii>K inaba or ^x tjj^s ixanN yaT 'and 

when the fifteenth of Nisan fell on a Saturday he postponed the 
Festival to Sunday, i. e. the sixteenth ', hence also the Festival 
was postponed. 

With regard to postponement of the Feast of Tabernacles, 
we read in Kirkisani immediately after the above-quoted words : 
naD^S ia I^Hai 'and likewise with the Feast of Tabernacles', 
without specification as to the day and without further explanation 
and justification, 8 but the latter may be obtained from later 
Karaite writings. What surprises us most is that 'Anan mentions 
the Feast of Tabernacles and not the New Year, which always 
falls on the same day; but here the following consideration is 
of importance. In Karaite literature search is made after a verse 
to justify the commandment about the building of a booth (for 
13CJT) ITI3D3 only enjoins to dwell in tabernacles), and this was 
deduced from the verse JlBt<~in DV3 D3^> Dnnp?i, which, as is 

' For more details see my article in R£j., I.e., 176 ff. 

8 Probably Kirkistni had this in the ninth section of his work, the 
section dealing with the holidays. In the sixth chapter of the first section 
(ed. Harkavy, p. 304, 1. 5) Kirkisani says of the Sadducees that they did not 
count the Sabbath either on the Passover or on the Feast of Tabernacles, 
and that they grounded this proceeding on 1 Reg. 8. 66, where it is said that 
Solomon dismissed the people on the eighth day of the Feast. This day 
could be the 23rd of Tishri (see 2 Chron. 7. 10) only if the Sabbath was not 
counted. But here the reference is to the Sabbath within the Feast in 
general, whatever day of the Feast it may be. 

R 2 
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well known, the Karaites refer to the booth : Take unto you 
the four plants in order to make a booth out of them. However, 
fltWin D1'3 cannot mean ' on the first day ', since then we would 
not be dwelling full seven days in the booth, and again the 
erection of a booth on a holiday is forbidden as labour. There- 
fore ptwin DM must necessarily mean 'before the first day', 
probably at the end of the day of preparation, i. e. on the 
fourteenth, approximately before the approach of the evening, 
unless the time does not suffice, in which case we must begin 
building earlier in the day, or when the fourteenth falls on a 
Saturday, in which case the booth can be put up even earlier 
(about the thirteenth), see Bashiatshi, Adderet, JTDDn an "HD, 

ch. 2 : amp dyoa n'nn oyo airoa unvd . . . naion rwy run 
b"-\ peson ova n"n nyo pi psn anba o^ajo n"n pa 

nvrb ilN-ll D»D' njJ3B* 13KTI ni3D3 31713 n ptWin 01»n DTip 

-on Nine 12 i>j> in "Tjnoa me>i;ni> ncax w myi nn^e o^n 
wnn jwn' nvns \ti dj?D3 3npn n'n n"nn una onoi ,rox» 
noNi pswin 3iyn r6nn xin -ik>x jnan iwijr risen ova pi 
px mip wyi anu^ -p»D mwb bsec n^c iny*ra cnxn wit? 
.inhn nciyn rrvvpa nt n-ip^e i»a men n"' nv nw on pi wn 
Then also: icy njniK nm nvni> wi naion rvey nan epD 
njwo nvm dk mipi Taen ennb (comp. also Caw .£&«, fol. 65 c). 
Later Karaite sources dealing with the subject and accessible to 
us do not exhibit this opinion of 'Anan. It is very likely, 
however, that he insisted that the booth should be erected on 
the fourteenth, and when this day fell on a Saturday he postponed 
the Feast to the sixteenth. By analogy with the Feast of 
Passover and in view of his other eccentricities in interpreting 
biblical precepts it is not surprising that 'Anan should have 
ordained, in spite of the express statement of the Bible, that the 
Feast of Tabernacles should begin on the sixteenth. 'Anan's 
opinion was not merely a theory. We know from Kirkisani that 
some Karaites followed the ' Head of the Exile ' in adding one 
day to the Passover as well as to the Feast of Tabernacles, while 
others added a day only to Passover and not to the Feast of 
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Tabernacles 8a . It goes without saying that this day was added 
when the first holiday fell on a Sabbath. 

(2) The second attack of our Karaite (fol. 38-39 ro.) is directed 
against the Mishnah Rosh hashanah I, 4. 5. 9 and II, 7. 8, where 
the messengers dispatched and the witnesses arriving to fix the 
beginning of the month are permitted to desecrate the Sabbath, 
and where the well-known conflict between R. Gamaliel and 
R. Joshua concerning the Day of Atonement is set forth. 9 Our 
Karaite sees therein a violation of the biblical prohibition which 
decrees death for the desecration of the Sabbath, 10 and likewise 
a disregard of the commandment in Lev. 23. 4. Other Karaite 
authors,like Hadassi (Eskkol, 184, Dff.) 11 and Aaron b. Elijah (Gan 
Eden, 7 a), quote these passages, but for an altogether different 
purpose, namely, to remark that in ancient times the new moon 
was fixed on the basis of lunar observations. Aaron also adds 
that Saadya refuted these proofs through the assertion that while 
some people fix the new moon by observation Israel as a whole 
does it by calendar calculations. 

(3) The Mishnah Rosh hashana IV, 4 serves our Karaite 
(fol. 39 ro., 1. 6 — 39 vo., 1. 2) as proof that in the conception of 
the misleaders, 12 i. e. the Rabbis, the new moon may fall on two 
days. I fail to find this Mishnah quoted in the works of other 

** Ed. Harkavy, p. 318, 1. 8 : flD'23 '3 rvtaiiw DK1 J>3Kn JO Dn3D1 

riDB^K ^a ibi 'by njnNn jd dhjdi kinds naD^si nDaiw 'a wba 
nao^K "a njnxrv obi. 

9 But also here our author quotes the Mishnah II, 8, which has nothing 
in common with the theme treated by him. 

10 n»v_ mo .7#>ro ma^nn nbx ba. nia^nn ' opposes ', recalls 

in form S]^nn in the Hebrew Ben Sira (44. 17 ; 46. 13 ; 48. 8), but there 
it means ' compensation, substitution, substitute ' (comp. also Kaufmann, 
MGWJ., XLI, 337). 

u The conflict between R. Gamaliel and R. Joshua is more fully told by 
Hadassi, alphabets 19a B>-i94 t , with all kinds of amplifications which may 
have had their source in some apocryphal Baraytot, and of which I intend 
to deal at length on some other occasion. 

12 prmen instead of pmon (likewise fol. 40 vo. nhw instead of nb&)- 
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Karaites who contend against Saadya's proofs for the existence 
of two New Moon days." 

(4) Quite original is the criticism of Mishnah Rosh hashana 
IV, 9 (fol. 39 VO.-40 ro.), which is of a linguistic character. In 
the text of our Karaite there was here, as in some other manu- 
scripts of the Mishnah (see Hirschfeld, p. 163), COV3 nwbv 
instead of vhw, and he attacks the Mishnah on the ground that 
mhw is masculine (onan fl&b&\), as in Exod. 2. 2 and Gen. 
18. 2, while COPS requires vhw, as proved by Exod. 23. 14 (but 
here we find D^J") vhtt and not D'oya, apparently our Karaite 
quoted from memory) and ibid. 34. 23. D'oya 7\vhw proves 
therefore a lack of knowledge of the Bible (njTO i6 D^Dja mrbw 
niinn "Dl 'jni''). An anti-rabbinic controversy on philological 
grounds, if I may so express myself, is found elsewhere in the 
polemic treatise of Sahl b. Masliah against Jacob b. Samuel, 
the pupil of Saadya, in which orthographic and grammatical 
errors, as well as incorrect turns of speech, are pointed out in 
the style of his opponent (see Kaufmann-Gedenkbuch, p. 181). 
But it is not impossible that our Karaite author aimed to attack 
the blowing of the Shofar, which his co-religionists have been 
known to reject, but did not get to a criticism of the Mishnah 
cited, as we shall soon see in other cases. 

(5) The next attack (fol. 40 vo.) is directed against some 
alleviations with regard to Sabbatical precepts on the part of the 
Rabbis, as expressed in the Mishnah Shab. XVI, 6-8 and 
XXIII, 1. Our Karaite cites here the Mishnah only, without 
adding his criticism on it, but that is sufficiently clear from the 
mere quotation of the text. The reproach made against the 
Rabbis that they make light of the Sabbath and permit many 
things that are forbidden on that day, is a standing theme in 
the Karaite controversies, beginning with Kirkisani. The latter 
cites also the Mishnah XXIII, 1 adduced by our Karaite (talE> 
'131 p na nunc DIX), and refers Jer. 9. 5 to it (sect. I, ed. 
Harkavy, p. 287 ; then also in the second text edited by Hirsch- 

15 Comp. on this point Mann, JQR., N. S., IX, 141, where also Hadassi 
(Es/tkol, alphabets 197 "1— PI) should be added. 
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feld, which will be discussed further below). It is cited also by 
Salmon b. Jeroham in his manuscript treatise against Saadya, 
chapter 14. 

(6-7) The next two points (fol. 41) belong to the domain of 
dietary laws, dealing as they do with the enjoyment without 
slaughter of the after-birth (N^C), respectively of an embryo 
(W>B>, among the Karaites pria or D13p), and of the fat tail 
(n'PN), together with the kidneys and the lobe of the liver 
("I33n mnv), which the Rabbis permit but the Karaites forbid. 
With reference to the first point our Karaite quotas the Mishnah 
Hul. IV, 10. 8; with regard to the second point, however, he 
adduces no text, but simply says: naan mnv[l] ni'^ani n^xni 
lTTin new. This is against the Torah, which forbids the enjoy- 
ment of these things in Lev. n. 39 and 9. 19. It is well known 
that the relish of an embryo forms one of the points of difference 
between the Rabbis and the Karaites. The former permit it 
in accordance with the principle ION "]"V "DW, and even without 
slaughter (imnoo ION DOW) ; nay, even the prohibited parts 
of an animal, such as the fats, the tendon, &c, are permitted 
in this case, in consonance with the rule l?3xn nniN noma, that 
everything found in a purely slaughtered animal is allowed (see 
Hul. 74 a ff. and comp. in addition my conclusions in Kaufmann's 
Gedenkbuch, p. 1761!".). The Karaites, on the other hand, forbid 
the embryo, since children not yet born are called D'Oa in 
accordance with Gen. 25. 22 and Ruth 1. n, and therefore the 
prohibition of 132 HN1 WIS (Lev. 22. 28) holds good here. But 
they go even further and assert that everything found in an 
animal, be it sperm or a piece of flesh or even water, is prohibited, 
and that this prohibition is likewise to be derived from Lev. 11. 39 
(rtoran JO nio* 'ai). They probably interpret this verse in such 
a way that the death of one part of an animal reduces the 
whole animal to a carcass. 14 In a similar manner the Rabbis 

14 I found this verse applied to our prohibition nowhere else except hi 
Hadassi (alphabets 308 3) : Dn"13 NVDJH IBO naTOT IN JHtn pb . . . 

oy nontwa ntti rrai rwn inn ijp rneru maiyoa ttm nonan 
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differ from the Karaites with reference to the enjoyment of the 
fat of the tail, the kidneys, and the lobe of the liver, since the 
Karaites hold that all the parts which are burnt on the altar 
at the sacrifice are comprised under 3?n, and hence are forbidden. 
Our Karaite proceeds to quote Lev. 9. 19, where all the three 
prohibited parts are mentioned consecutively in one verse. 

Both these points of contention form another important theme 
in Karaite anti-rabbinic polemics. Already Kirkisani (sect. I, 
ed. Harkavy, p. 291) cites the contents of both Mishnahs adduced 
by our Karaite and claims that the Rabbis, together with the 
enjoyment of an embryo, permit also seven other prohibited sub- 
stances, namely, a dead animal (since in their opinion the embryo 
may be eaten without special killing), blood, fats, 133 DK1 iniN, 
n33 now, »nn \o ~DN, and the tendon. 16 Again, the enjoyment 
of forbidden fats forms one of the principal arguments in the 
polemic between Saadya and the Karaites, see Gan Eden, fol. 96 b : 
n$n taw p\brb icy -ibv 'ouvan tvnyo Kin □•'phnn crsm . . . 
vniyn^o 1-QB> 133 n"j? unsam D'topn (comp. also Eshkol, alphabets 
231-3, and Adderet, nDW pjf, chaps. 18-20). 

(8-10) The last three points contained in our fragment 
(fol. 36 ro.) relate to the laws of purity. Our Karaite quotes 
first the Mishnah Nidda, III, 6 (nwin rwte D'WIK DV rbeon 
'iai ibb), then ibid., IV, 6 ('i3i rap3 bv D-JW Tina ne>pon), 

winding up with : 131X t6 "ItW ni3t ?S>33 D'twn ?3 11BN "lEW 
7lVD HE1 JNPTD i?K7 rWn p mn\ His objection to the Mishnah 
is not indicated in the fragment, as is the case in dealing with 
some other points of difference. With reference to the first 

nto win Dit?»i awn pai 13 mm 1^23 '3 ]ycb -.ybv miDNi rua 
r^a^ cab wn ~\vtt nonan p niB 11 vai Dicai 'ui loneri a? ua 

'131 U^J? NTin nonan miDK '131. 'Anan, as is known, derived from 
this verse, in an exquisite way, the prohibition to kill an animal about to die 
(nJ31D» or D13D13), see R&J., XLV, 57-9 ; but already Daniel Kumisi and 
Kirkisani expressed their opposition to it, see JQR., VIII, 685. 

15 This number varies with different Karaite authors from 6 to 8, see 
Kauftnann-Gedenkbuch, p. 176, n. 1, where the reference to Hadassi (alphabets 
239, 7-3), who likewise has 8, should be added. 
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Mishnah it must be noted that in the opinion of the Karaites, 
if a human form is perceived in the abortion, the miscarrying 
woman is subject to the same law of impurity as a woman 
lying-in, and if in this form the male cannot be differentiated 
from the female the woman must remain unclean for eighty days 
(see Gan Eden, fol. 114 b), hence the state of uncleanness does 
not depend upon the days of pregnancy. The second Mishnah 
cited above expresses the opinion of the Rabbis that conjugal 
communion with a woman lying-in is allowed within the 33 or, 
as the case may be, 66 days, against which the Karaites protest 
violently (comp. Geiger, Jtid. Zeitschrift, I, 51; II, 27; Nach- 
gelassene Schriften, III, 316, and BnOKO rtV12p, my edition, p. 89). 
Finally, with regard to the last point, it likewise forms debatable 
ground between the Rabbis and Karaites, the former allowing 
the menstruous woman to count a^pJ njDB>, while the latter 
consider this obligatory only in the case of a woman afflicted 
with a flow, see e. g. Gan Eden, fol. 113 d : "QB> BOVy D^aini . . . 

nprm a^twn bs ibb>i npnjra arh tw nooi rninn mw noo 
rwop rbp rat xb\ rru ab orb jw a*pj b'-d' 1 runt? nnaiDtr nor 
mxD i3jn -is?n -oin by is'Din vb ibno by anaiy am am »aa 

13D» 1J)1jn vb) B3nx. It is therefore unnecessary to emend with 
Hirschfeld DTO bs into nVHfl bl. 

From our analysis it results that we are not dealing here with 
a criticism of the Mishnah, but rather with a fragment of a 
polemical, anti-rabbinic work. Next in line is to determine the 
time and the author of the fragment. As regards the time, 
Hirschfeld places it in the ninth century, supporting this view 
by the following two proofs : (1) the handwriting of our fragment 
is older than that of other manuscripts dating from 1004, 1019, 
and 1030 ; (2) the Karaites began to write Arabic in the tenth 
century, hence our fragment which is in Hebrew must be older 
than that. However, both these reasons are precarious. Assuming 
that the handwriting of our fragment is older than that of the 
above-mentioned manuscripts, then it should only be younger 
than the eleventh century, and could therefore date from the 
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tenth century. But, judging from the present state of Hebrew 
paleography, it is extremely difficult to determine exactly the time 
of a Hebrew manuscript (see on this point Marx in this Review, 
VI, 176). Still less convincing is the second proof. It is true 
that the Karaites began to write Arabic in the tenth century, and 
the first known Karaite work written in Arabic is the Kitab al- 
'anwar, composed by Kirkisani in the year 937 ; therefore if we 
have before us a Karaite work in Arabic we cannot place it 
before the tenth century. But the fact is that even after that 
the Karaites did not cease to write Hebrew. Thus, for example, 
Salmon b. Jeroham, Sahl b. Masliah, and Yefet b. 'Ali, all 
authors of the tenth century, wrote simultaneously in both 
languages. Moreover, we have seen above that the point dealing 
with the dehiyyot is directed against Saadya, and for this very 
consideration cannot date from the ninth century. Still, I also 
am of the opinion that it is quite old. First, because the tetra- 
grammaton is written nin* (fol. 36) and not 'V 16 as usual, and 
then because 'Anan is mentioned without any honouring epithet. 
In this way he is mentioned elsewhere only by Benjamin Naha- 
wendi (pM3 nXE>», fol. 2c; comp. Harkavy, Stud. u. Mitt., 
VIII, 127), although with the eulogy !?"XT. But already Kirkisani, 
although he mentions him quite frequently by name only (e.g. 
sect. I, ed. Harkavy, p. 279, 1. 10, 280, 1. 17, 284, 1. 24), yet in 
most cases he gives him the title ni^Nii'X DN*l, i.e. exilarch. 
Yefet b. 'Ali quotes him once {REJ-, XLV, r86) by name only, 
but with the eulogy ilij? nV?H ^il, another time simply as DKT 
Dl^Nsbx (ibid. 179), and then also as Vt ]:y 'jn 'l7\ VlN (com- 
mentary on Cant. Ill, 2, ed. Barges, p. 42). Jacob b. Simon, 
the translator of Jeshua's mnyn 1SD, names him bx inDrrv \:y 
(ed. Markon, pp. 100 and 104), but already Hadassi insists on 
naming him by title ^XIE" tvv: n^Jn E>to (alphabets 23 r, 147 », 

16 The writing MVP is found also in some epigraphs of Karaite Bible 
rolls and Bible codices from the Crimea (see Harkavy-Strack's Catalogue, 
pp. 26, 32, 99, 237, 238), but here there is no telling which is genuine and 
which is false. 
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236 ?). Our fragment therefore is a product of the eleventh, or 
perhaps already of the tenth century. 

Hirschfeld also comes to a conclusion as to the identity of 
the author of the fragment. According to him, it is no other 
than Nissi b. Noah, whose name he even placed at the head 
of his introductory remarks on the fragment. As is well known, 
Pinsker identified Nissi with Aha, a reputed pupil of 'Anan, 
which still places him in the eighth century. Others, like Graeta, 
bring his date down to the ninth century. It was P. F. Frankel 
who believed he had established the fact that Nissi lived after 
Hadassi and made use of the latter's Eshkol. Now I agree with 
Hirschfeld that Nissi's dependence on Hadassi is far from proved, 
indeed, I believe I am able to establish quite the contrary. For 
Nissi says (in Pinsker, pp. 12-13) that the teacher must possess 
twelve qualities, the last three of which are as follows : -OTt? 'Vll 

pinrw t*"»ni ; via m rv bus «S> ns mrp bttn wbn by w nm 
♦pa nvw a"'ni ; D'-pn^i rwvb y* n,, "M ffpnai D^Ds^oa nivea 
nvuro niSDin iin^i nu^rm nutria ru^na. Hadassi, too, 

enumerates these qualifications (alphabets 134 S ff.), but here 
they amount to only ten in number, the tenth being as follows : 

D'as&xi D'pm niVDai nmn bs2 *?2 n»w nn^vn r6sD oro 
nvp pi v^ didb^i DD'jJtjn^i onnmb nmsrm niiw ♦pnpii 

T^l?? Ten. Hadassi evidently omits altogether Nissi's tenth 
quality, while he combines the eleventh and twelfth into one, 
retaining their characteristic expressions (ya, "pa rpiTE'). It is 
certainly easier to assume that twelve qualities may be reduced 
to ten by the omission of the one about the teacher being 
conversant with the Mishnah, Talmud, Halakot, &c, than the 
reverse. Especially so, since Hadassi is always set on number 
ten, as, for instance, ten promises to be fulfilled with regard to 
the Holy Land and Israel (129 y), ten proofs for the authenticity 
of the Torah (130 It), ten duties of pupils towards their teacher 
(134 ♦), ten degrees of dignity in Israel (135 b), ten articles of 
faith, &c. All this is probably due to the fact that his book 
is based on the Ten Commandments, and this fundamental idea 
he may have derived likewise from Nissi. That Hadassi fails 
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to quote Nissi anywhere matters nothing, for he was not at all 
particular about naming his sources, referring to his Karaite 
predecessors with the general phrase UIBWU D!T"ISDD "3. 17 
Thus Nissi lived before the twelfth century, and this agrees with 
Harkavy's discovery (mentioned in Stud. u. Mitt., VIII, p. vii) 
that he lived in Persia about 300 years after "Anan, hence in the 
eleventh century. What a pity that Harkavy did not communicate 
the text he discovered ! 

Thus neither Nissi nor our fragment belong to the ninth 
century. But nevertheless let us examine Hirschfeld's proofs 
for Nissi's authorship. The similarity between Nissi's auto- 
biography, as Hirschfeld calls it, and our fragment is supposed 
to consist in the following three points : (1) Nissi recommends 
the study of punctuation, accentuation, defective and plene [in 
the Bible], as they N are in vogue among the Babylonians (comp. 
Pinsker, p. no : riHipj sfcvbl . . . TlE&> . . . ffltwi "pXP . . . 

'i3i ij»e> w:t6 nnrvi nnom answa pidsi mrnensi), and a goodly 

part of our fragment is provided with the Babylonian punctua- 
tion ; (2) Nissi recommends the study of the Mishnah, Talmud, 
and Halakot, as well as the great and small Toseftas (ibid. : 
nuep niBDinai rtbm niSDinai ma^nai TiD^nai rutpoa panh; 18 
see also above concerning the twelfth qualification of the teacher), 
and the author of our fragment occupies himself likewise with 
the Mishnah and calls the Talmud, Halakot ; (3) Nissi considers 
it a good point that he writes in Hebrew {ibid., p. 35 : D^mtfa 

D»nayn nana nir,y jwb mna naeo [Q-pnro mson nx i>"-i] 
rbiin with nsnn jib6 Ninr d^dini oniK'N ptr^a obi), and also 
our fragment is written in Hebrew. 

" Comp. Bacher, MGWJ., XL, 126. 

18 Under great and small niSDin Nissi understands perhaps the Tosefta 
and Baraytot. In talmudic-midrashic literature the term niPVU TWTffKi 
is not wanting, e. g. Horayot end, as well as Kohelet rabba on 1. 5 and 2. 8. 
Right there occurs also the form niDDin employed by Nissi, so Pal. 
Peah II, 6 (fol. 17 a, 1. 13 from below) ; Lev. r., ch. 22 and 30 ; Cant. r. to 
1. 15 and 6. 8, &c. (comp. Lewy, Ueber einige Fragmente aus der Mischna 
des Abba Saul, p. 4). 
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However, these three proofs are hardly conclusive : (1) The 
Babylonian punctuation cannot be characteristic of any one 
author, since in recent times, especially among the Genizah 
fragments, more and more post-biblical texts are found with this 
punctuation; 19 (2) all Karaites quote extensively from the 
Mishnah in their anti-rabbinic polemics, especially Salmon b. 
Jeroham in his controversy against Saadya and Hadassi in his 
Eshkol Hakkofer. Nissi does not call the Talmud, Haiakot, since 
he says twice maSll TiOPri expressly, thus differentiating them 
from one another. Nor does our author call it so, for the haiakot 
which he quotes do not, as Hirschfeld asserts, designate the 
Gemara, but, as we have seen above, the Hebrew version of the 
Haiakot Pesukot -^ (3) still less can the Hebrew language of 
the fragment be a proof for Nissi's authorship, since Karaites, 
as pointed out above, did not cease to write Hebrew even after 
the commencement of the Arabic period. 

Judging then from the condition of our fragment no conjecture 
is possible as to its author. Nevertheless we are thankful for its 
publication by Hirschfeld. Perhaps chance will yield us, among 
the treasures of the Genizah, further fragments of this quite old 
anti-rabbinic work, and then some of the enigmas attached to it 
may be unravelled. 

II. 

Still less does the title of Hirschfeld's article fit the second 
text published therein. This is the end of chapter 14 and the 
beginning of chapter 15 (^ic ,j~»lil vUl) of a polemic treatise. 

19 MS. Vat. 66 contains even a Sifra with Babylonian punctuation, see 
JQR., N. S., VI, 179 and OLZ., XXI (1918), 53. 

20 Since this version, as I have proved elsewhere {R£j., LXIII, 235), 
had arisen in Palestine, we might assume that also our Karaite author lived 
there, the more so as Palestine was a centre of Karaite learning during the 
second half of the tenth and the first half of the eleventh centuries. But 
against this assumption stands the Babylonian punctuation employed by the 
author, if we accept the statement of Hirschfeld that the fragment is an 
autograph. 
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It appears that Saadya's deductions about the necessity of oral 
teaching and the rejection of analogy (i^Ul) were quoted in the 
former and refuted in the latter chapter. 21 I was the first to call 
attention to this text (Steinschneider-Festschrift, p. 210), and then, 
what Hirschfeld seems to ignore, I published a considerable part 
of chapter 15 {ZfHB., Ill, 175-6; comp. ibid., X, 43 ff., and 
JQR-, VIII, 685). I proved on internal evidence the connexion 
between this text and the second section of Kirkisani's Kitab 
al-'anwar. First, it is this second section that deals among 
others with the method of employing analogy, 22 then the style 
and manner of expression are those of Kirkisani, 23 and, finally, 
all the references of the author to his previous deductions are 
found in the first section published in Harkavy. Comp. e.g. 
our text, ed. Hirschfeld (= Hi.), p. 187, 1. 1 : 5UJ0. U Ji*j . . . 

L) sUyi U i»Ui k>c« ci^J^J ' 'J* * y -3 ^ a ' <~~ ' 0^°^ (_s* f t : c 

i_aJb— > \+J -i$±i~>, and also ed. Harkavy (= Ha.), p. 287 below : 

itkjk i?i3) . . . pa-im ' Nsnn mobx ov »a jndj^k arc ;x itnjni 
i?s fD'i in ND'5 y\rbx 'a yarha ioy ;x; Hi. ibid, 1. 3: dUj^ 

c,il xj.I (r. s*s) &*s tj sJb, ^Loill J»s>j ^1 *Wjs>3 ij* »lyi U, 
and then Ha., p. 288, 1. "21 : 13 npn jNDJxta bom |x loin "jiriai 
ST1N WIS nca , the same verbatim ; Hi. *%#., 1. 6 : U U^i J.S} 

and Ha., p. 299, 1. 20, where the story about Eliezer ben 
Hyrkanos is told in detail (comp. also p. 283, 1. 7); Hi., ibid., 
1. 14: i«a-U!l c^ULJI {jZ*> ^ sJAul U 5j Ld)l luXs Si Is I A& . . . 

21 The beginning of the partly preserved chapter 14 may be reconstructed 
from the refutation in chapter 15, and indeed the refutation of this un- 
preserved beginning goes up to fol. 49 ro., I. 5. Apparently the Karaite, 
in his refutation, quotes Saadya's proofs almost verbatim. 

22 The superscription of this section is (see Steinschneider-Festschrift, 

p. 196) : ruii ntariNi -icjiw limbs axi's 'a rewrbit rtspD^N 

23 Of the numerous examples let me cite one, namely, that the Christians 
maintain God is a ~ol3l iilj jA», an expression that occurs in our text 
(p. 187 below), as well as in the first section, ed. Harkavy, p. 305, 1. 21. 
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t_*so }> (r. \+J>) 1*5 &»».jl Lj, and Ha., p. 286, 1. 22 : omx T^n pi 
■)bx an niai'N ndo m^yiii ntann isd p mbihtt iapoa. In 

addition, there is the passage about Abu 'Isa and Yudgan, &c, 
quoted by me in Sleinschneider-Festschrift, p. 219. All this 
evidence makes Kirkisani's authorship a certainty. 

It is true that a later author of the sixteenth century, namely, 
Moses Bashiatshi, quotes a passage from our text and labels the 
author thereof n"y nxnn spv ''an bran niNon, i.e. Joseph al- 
Basir. But I have pointed out that Bashiatshi confused al-Basir 
with Kirkisani also in other places, and quoted passages word 
for word from the Kitab al-'anwar, which he calls in Hebrew 
freely bran niK»n (once also Dnixn naD), 24 in the name of 
al-Basir (see Steinschneider-Festschrift, I. c). This confusion, 
however, is manifested already in the chain of tradition which 
Mordecai b. Nisan, in his »3TD Tl, chapter 9, took over from 
the Dv6k nCDD of the above-named Moses Bashiatshi, and which 
goes back to Yefet v. David ibn Saglr (first half of the fourteenth 
century). Here we find such blunders as the following (ed. 
Vienna, fol. n b) : DrtlT p nth® 2"\b pTiyn (ru an ^*~l) K1I11 . . . 

:n rrn DrwDtai . . . yMDpnpn pnv p apy anh ro p «]w 3-61 
3-11 di-iit p jiobtf 3-> ta n'D^n rrn tnm ■'Diivsn i>"t pro nnyo 
mam b]DT" 'n v!?j? ncpro nnx jon orw "irv ikxdji wn bjdi* 
rwa (r. rant?) nam nwon naDa insD3 n^to n^so vnMjjoa ii> 
fa apyi a-6i . . . Tjria p in an^ nip'riyn nm nn^ v"nn a"n 
•oKopnpn apy* an p nxinn spy anh nsian nmax p spv an 
nNK& ny ns 11 cpnpnm ctnsn 5>a i>y hna mxo nsD nan am 
'131 tMMn n»S>B> wan!> npTiym. It is difficult to find oneself 
in this confusion which bristles with chronological impossibilities, 
but this much may be gathered that Kirkisani, who is named 
rightly in the beginning Jacob b. Isaac, is made a contemporary 
of a certain Joseph who polemised against Saadya in his nsD 
niNDn composed in the year 930. By this Joseph, however, is 
meant Joseph al-Basir who, as we now know, lived a century 

24 Thus the Kitab al-'anwar is called CHIKn ^D also in the Hebrew 
translation of Levi b. Yefet, see Pinsker, p. 90 (incorrectly, ibid., p. 193). 
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after Kirkisani, see the colophon of Elijah b. Baruch to his copy 
of Salmon b. Jeroham's polemic treatise against Saadya, MS. 
Pinsker 27 s (communicated in Bardach, sp"! '037 "V3TD, p. 37): 

N*ip» "33 "tatwo anna D'xn ♦bva Cowan nx 5>*-i) mioses . . . 
nxnn bjdv uan we ta nan nai . . . m nnrv p pcta mi 
(«V) y"w N^n iwa -oinon -nNon naDa m ji»5>d mi i>t? nn^n 
'131 nTX^. On the other hand, mention is made in the above- 
named chain of tradition of a Joseph ha-Roeh b. Jacob Kirkisani, 
the author of a great code of laws, who may be the well-known 
Kirkisani, known in later sources by the name of Joseph (instead 
of Jacob), but not al-Basir, who was b. Abraham. 25 Even more 
confusing are the data in Simha Isaac Lutzki's D'pHV mfi. In 
the chain of tradition on fol. 21a, which no doubt is derived 
from that of Mordecai b. Nisan, Jacob b. Isaac al-Kirkisani is 
said to have taken over the law from Salmon and transmitted 
it to his son Joseph ha-Roeh, who composed the blTJH ilNOM in 
the year 910. But in the list of the learned on fol. 21b the 
following are enumerated separately : Jacob b. Isaac al-Kirkisani, 
then, two lines below, Joseph b. Jacob al-Kirkisani, and in 
addition also Joseph ha-Roeh ha-Kohen b. Abraham. In the 
list of Karaite writings again the DniN is ascribed to Joseph b. 
Jacob al-Kirkisani (fol. 23 a), the •HJn Tinon and a n«Q 'D to 
Joseph ha-Roeh ben Jacob al-Kirkisani (fol. 24 b), and likewise 
a niSD 'D to Joseph ha-Roeh ha-Kohen b. Abraham. Thus 
any one who in the fixation of older Karaite authors and their 

2 5 Possibly al-Basir is meant by njTOn DrTDN p ^OV 31 P 2pV 31, 
'"lyOH having been formed from "V2?3?K , while 3pJP 3T is due to a mis- 
understanding of 3py 13S. In his nintf nBD (ed. Markon in mpn, III, 
57-78) Moses Bashiatshi calls al-Basir mostly flKVin Qm3K p f\OV 31, 
but once also "WOn Dm3X 31 P S|DV '"31 (p. 64, comp. with p. 73). 
On p. 67 HSnn f|DV 31 ^run 11N»n is named together with an other- 
wise unknown T>¥13n apjp "ST ^"Hn 3"|H. I presume that here too the 
last named had arisen from "VjnijK 2pV 13K, and that Bashiatshi had 
divided one person into two from sheer ignorance. This is further proof 
for the confusion which is manifested in his writings concerning the older 
Karaite authors. 
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works relies on the data of their later co-religionists is sure to 
lose himself in a hopeless labyrinth. 

In spite of all this, Hirschfeld follows the data of Moses 
Bashiatshi and ascribes the text edited by him to al-BasIr. His 
proofs against Kirkisani's authorship are as follows: (1) Some 
points mentioned in our text are found also in the first section 
of Kirkisani's work; why does not the author of the fragment 
refer to this section, but to detailed discussions which are to 
follow later? (2) Our text tells of Yudgan that he considered 
himself a Messiah, while Kirkisani states that he was so con- 
sidered by his pupils only. (3) The tone of our text, in which 
some harsh expressions are used against Saadya and the Rabbis 
(p 186, 1. 4 from below: Yj&jfi ^..^sss-o 1 ^f^\ ,Jc w-»*j 
i_>Ul; p. 187, 1. 9: i^-*]/! j^-lc dss~ii yt J>), does not fit in 
with the otherwise mild tone of Kirkisani, but rather suits a 
contemporary of Yephet b. 'Alt,- 6 who frequently employs such 
harsh and insulting expressions against his rabbinic opponents. 

But all these proofs by Hirschfeld are not conclusive. Least 
of all the first, for, as we have seen above, the author of our 
fragment does refer to what precedes, and all this is indeed found 
in the first section of the Kitab al-anwar. But when he refers 
at the same time also to subsequent discussions, it is not at 
all surprising, for in the first section he treats all these subjects 
in a casual way only, dismissing summarily the divagations of the 
Rabbis and their false conceptions; the details, however, were 
reserved for a special section, and hence, for example, everything 
concerning the Sabbath was reserved for section V. That is why 
we read in section I, where he makes the above-mentioned 
reproach to the Rabbis concerning the prayers (p. 287, 1. 3): 
njJVltD 'S mrblXZ DkWn Kin ■>BinDJD1. Likewise, for instance, 
p. 294, 1. 4, with regard to the search of the fresh ears of barley : 

yixbn ruiv nod nmna 's nd yjn ^nsDi . . . y2t6n ^>o djiki 

26 That al-Bas 7 r was a contemporary of Yefet is not at all proved. The 
latter belongs to the end of the tenth century, while al-Bastr composed his 
legal code in 1036-7. 

VOL. XI. c 
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-nnvhx Din "by »tb obru Tbtt vn nj?3KDi>« n^xpol'x »b i!hi 
a^atWffl. 27 Of even less importance is the second proof which 
amounts to quibbling, and hardly needs refutation. Finally, as 
to the third point, while it is true that Kirkisani's tone is mild 
on the whole, yet harsh expressions are not wanting. It is 
sufficient to read the first chapter of the first section, where he 
reproaches the Rabbis with the ruin of religion (rroj ]*~ba DNpDX, 
p. 286, 1. 15), deceit (p. 287, 1. 24), ignorance and blindness 
(p. 290, 1. 8), ridiculousness (p. 295, 1. 18, where we should read 
n~l3D instead of fU3D), &c. With reference to Saadya he employs 
also the expression nrfVB, which occurs likewise in our fragment 
(see my The Karaite Literary Opponents of Saadiah Gaon, p. 9). 
Apparently also this proof against Kirkisani's authorship lacks 
proper support. 

There is, however, also an external proof that our fragment 
is not from the pen of al-BasIr. The Kitab al-anwar of Kirkisani 
was divided into sections (n?Np»), and every section into chapters, 
each one of which had 3X3 at its head, exactly as in the case 
of our fragment. In al-Basir's legal code, entitled Kitab al- 
'istibsar, which was likewise divided into sections (n?Np» or DK^3) 
and chapters, every chapter bore the title ?VB. A fragment of 
the Kitab al- istibsar is found in MS. Brit. Mus. 2576 1 (Cat. II, 
No. 591), and here we read at the end: ^ siJut l»j *^5JI dUiS^ 
. . . e~JI J fX$\ J-l ul JJj c yi, v^lj JIj»3)I J JjiUI 
uajl/Jl J j\*~jy\ i_>bi ^ cyji)^ J (%5&JI J. Joseph al- 
Basir, as is well known, was blind, and therefore dictated (<_jU) 28 

27 Comp. also the general remark of Kirkisani, where his procedure in 
mentioning rabbinic deviations and later detailed discussions thereof is 
formulated as follows (p. 295, 1. 21) : [D HINDS iTWia"! X»!?3 1^31 

sin i3N srsw 'a msii 16 x:*6 *£i bya: mats ataiw sin 

-1313 tONB K'NXti'N *B bivra D^ N»D DN^N iTB !>)B< l6 KD'B 

ibi \o 3N3 i>3 nsnjs nrbxtbm mttfbtt rbttpobx ba ira ^ip!>N 

nyviD '3. 

28 Numerous passages from al-Basir's al-Muhtowi, where this expression 
occurs, are cited and discussed by Goldziher (R£j., XLIX, 237, n. 1). 
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his work to his pupils. Considering this characteristic expression 
and various traits of a different nature, which will be treated 
elsewhere, I recognize now the connexion with the Kitab al- 
'istibsar of a Genizah fragment described by me in the Karaite 
Literary Opponents, p. 56, No. 20 (Ar. T.-S. 30), which I could 
designate there only as part of an old Karaite legal code. 
Also in this fragment we read: JD rwu^DX ND'S W«2 lp WN 

iNii^N »a ot6J?tx, then : rbapo <a tninwD mjn run tm *by . . . 
NOHp rreo'^EK rrnao, and accordingly the headings of the chapters 
are termed here •Xa, e.g. ni>N DN1 nhp *a "lCl/ DeNii'N i'Vai'N 
spjjrt fD ivprn. Besides this the author of this fragment cites 
his "]13e6x 3NrD. I conjecture therefore that the fragment 
MS. Br. Mus. 2576 s , which deals with leprosy and other laws 
of uncleanness, and where the author cites his J^SCkJI c_>bi (see Cat., 
/. c, p. 181 f.), is likewise part and parcel of the Kitab al-istibsdr, 
and that instead of JjKiJI 'j we should read djCsJl '%, But 
also in this fragment the individual chapters bear J-ai as title, 
e.g. eUJo Jvoa U« aJLU '* l$«x=. &*Vj c*cl.UI s x>L, J^j. 

Thus, for various reasons, the fragment edited by Hirschfeld 
cannot come from al-Ba§Ir, but must be considered as part of 
Kirkisani's work. Here too, nevertheless, thanks are due to the 
editor for the publication, since every fragment from Kirkisani 
greatly enhances our knowledge of early Karaism. 

Samuel Poznanski. 
Warsaw. 

Mention is also made there of a pupil of al-Basir, namely Abu Galib Tabit, 
to whom his teacher dictated, and the wrong notions concerning him are 
righted. 
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